The information-motivation-behavioral skills (IMB) model has been shown reliably to predict and change a number of behaviors (Fisher & Fisher, 2000) . In light of low voter turnout among young adults, the present research examines the utility of the IMB model to predict voting behavior among this population. The predictive validity of the IMB model for voting behavior was tested, as well as its unique contribution to explaining voting behavior, over and above the theory of reasoned action (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) and the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1985) . As expected, the variables specified by the IMB model uniquely predicted intention to vote (Study 1) and voting behavior (Study 2), over and above the 2 other models.
The strength of a democratic system lies in its ability to represent all people of the nation equally. Although many view the United States as the epitome of what a democracy should be, voter turnout in the U.S. consistently ranks far below turnout in other developed countries (Jackman, 1987; Wolfinger, Glass, & Squire, 1990 ). In the 2000 and 2004 U.S. presidential elections, a mere 55% of eligible voters cast ballots; a far lower percentage than the modern standard of 63% cast in the 1960 presidential election (Wattenberg, 2005) . Thus, close to half of the population does not exercise the right to vote and, therefore, many people are not represented in the current democratic system.
Youth Political Engagement
The consistent finding that voter turnout is low in the U.S. has generated a great deal of research exploring the antecedents to voting (for reviews, see Blais, 2000; Schlozman, 2002) . Considerable evidence has suggested that voter turnout varies significantly across different groups (Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980) . A group that consistently fails to turn out to vote is younger citizens (i.e., 18-24 years of age), whose turnout is reliably lower than that of older citizens (Highton & Wolfinger, 2001 Bureau, 2004) . Indeed, Rosenstone, and Hansen (1993) found strong evidence for age as an important determinant of voting behavior, with young adults voting less than other age cohorts (e.g., the middle aged).
Increasing voting participation among young adults is of great consequence for two reasons. First, research has suggested that early political participation predicts future electoral involvement (i.e., voting is "habit forming"; see Green & Shachar, 2000; Matsusaka & Palda, 1999) . Therefore, increasing turnout at a young age can potentially increase overall turnout in the future. Second, when large segments of the population do not vote, the democratic system itself is weakened. Indeed, young voters-as with all groups that do not vote consistently-have unequal influence in the electoral system (Lijphart, 1997) . Thus, increasing turnout among young adults can result in elected officials attending to the needs of this population (e.g., college loan funding), rendering the democratic system better able to live up to its principles.
A number of large qualitative surveys (e.g., Third Millennium Survey: Freyman & McGoldrick, 2000 ; National Association of Secretaries of State survey, 1998) as well as smaller, quantitative studies (e.g., Highton & Wolfinger, 2001 ) have explored the reasons for low voter turnout among young adults. Unfavorable political attitudes are often cited as an explanation for low voting rates among this population. For example, trust in government (Abramson & Aldrich, 1982; Plutzer, 2002) , internal political efficacy (i.e., beliefs about understanding and influencing politics; Knack, 1992) , and external efficacy (i.e., beliefs about the responsiveness of government; Hetherington, 1998; Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993) are cited as reasons why young adults do not vote. Although investigating political attitudes is important for understanding the phenomenon of low turnout among this population, it does not provide a clear framework for increasing political participation of young adults.
Using theory-driven models, which specify a set of specified constructs as determinants of behavior, to predict voting can provide a more comprehensive understanding of low voter turnout, as well as a framework for increasing voting behavior (e.g., Ajzen, Timco, & White, 1982; Netemeyer & Burton, 1990) . Given the low voter turnout of young adults, there is a need for a greater understanding of the factors that lead young adults to vote. As behavioral models provide a systematic analysis of the conceptual factors that lead to a given behavior, behavioral models provide a framework for creating interventions that can be applied in a variety of settings. The present work contrasts the utility of three behavioral models to the behavior of young adult voting.
Behavioral Models
Two of the most influential models for predicting behavior are the theory of reasoned action (TRA; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) and the theory of planned behavior (TPB; Ajzen, 1985; Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005) . Both models posit that intentions predict behavior and specify a set of variables that are assumed to affect the intention to behave. Despite the application of the two models to a substantial number of behaviors and populations, as well as to voting behavior (e.g., Ajzen et al., 1982; Netemeyer & Burton, 1990) , relatively few studies have used attitude-behavior models (e.g., TRA) to explore young adults' voting behavior (for an exception, see Ajzen et al., 1982) .
Building on the TRA and the TPB, Fisher and Fisher (1992) developed another model that explains behavior via the constructs of information, motivation, and behavioral skills (IMB). Specifically, the model posits that information and motivation work primarily through behavioral skills to influence behavior. The strength of this model is in its ability to serve as a tool for developing programs of behavioral change. Indeed, there is considerable support for the ability of IMB methods to change health-related behaviors (Fisher & Fisher, 2000) . However, research has not yet examined the components of the IMB with respect to voting behavior.
Increasing young adults' voting behavior can potentially increase voter turnout in the future, as well as strengthen the current democratic system. In light of the ability of behavioral models to predict behavior and produce behavioral change, as well as the lack of application of these models to young adults' voting behavior, the present research explores the utility of the components in the three models to predict young adults' voting behavior. Each of the models will be outlined, as well as predictions for the present studies.
Theories of Reasoned Action and Planned Behavior
The TRA has been used extensively across the social sciences to examine prediction of behavior. According to the TRA, behavioral intention is an antecedent to behavior, and intentions are determined by two factors: One is an individual's attitude toward performing the behavior; that is, how negative or positive an individual feels toward the behavior. For example, with respect to voting behavior, a positive attitude would mean an individual feels positive toward the behavior of voting. The other antecedent to behavior specified by the TRA is subjective norms, or an individual's perception of whether others think the behavior is important (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) . For example, if someone perceives that important others (e.g., family, friends) believe that voting is unimportant, their perception will be that the norm is not to vote.
The TPB is an extension of the TRA that incorporates an individual's perception of the ease with which the behavior can be performed (Ajzen, 1985) . For example, if a person feels that there are many obstacles that prevent him or her from voting, such as difficulty traveling to the voting site, his or her perceived behavioral control (PBC) would be low. Thus, rather than measuring one's sense of having a say in government (i.e., internal political efficacy), PBC assesses the extent to which a person perceives that he or she has complete control over engaging in the behavior, or voting in the present work. The TPB adds PBC as an antecedent to behavioral intentions, as well as to behavior. Over 35 years of research has provided strong support for the predictive validity of the two models (Albarracin, Johnson, Fishbein, & Muellerleile, 2001; Armitage & Conner, 2001; Conner & Armitage, 1998; Hagger, Chatzisarantis, & Biddle, 2002; Sheeran & Taylor, 1999; Sheppard, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988) .
With respect to voting behavior, there is support for the predictive validity of both models (Ajzen et al., 1982; Bowman & Fishbein, 1978; Netemeyer & Burton, 1990; Singh, Leong, Tan, & Wong, 1995) . For example, Ajzen et al. found support for the ability of the TRA to explain substantial variance of voting among young adults. Specifically, participants were given a questionnaire assessing the components of the TRA, attitudes, and subjective norms toward voting in the 1980 presidential election (as well as the intention to vote in the election) prior to the 1980 election, and then were asked to report their voting behavior 2 weeks after the election. The TRA components explained 52% of the variance for the intention to vote and 31% of the variance for voting behavior.
However, Ajzen et al.'s (1982) study is one of the few to use participants under the age of 24 exclusively to test the components of the TRA and the TPB in the voting domain. Thus, there is little research examining the predictive validity of either of the models for the voting behavior of young adults. The present research provides a direct empirical test of the two models for voting behavior among this population.
Information-Motivation-Behavioral Skills Model
The literature on the voting behavior of adults, as well as young adults, demonstrates the importance of information, motivation, and behavioral skills to voting behavior. For example, individuals who are more informed about politics (Teixeira, 1992) , who are more personally invested (Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993) , and who have a greater number of resources and skills (Verba, Schlozman, & Brady, 1995) are all more likely to vote. Although research has suggested the importance of each factor separately, no empirical participation model has integrated the three factors.
The information-motivation-behavioral skills (IMB) model (Fisher & Fisher, 1992 , 1993 ) provides a useful framework for incorporating the three components. The IMB model posits that performance of a given behavior is based on an individual's information, motivation, and behavioral skills related to the behavior. The model conceptualizes the psychological determinants needed to promote behavior and provides a general framework for how to increase the specific behavior in targeted populations.
According to the IMB model, information is an initial prerequisite to performing a given behavior. For example, in order to vote in a particular election, it would be necessary to possess information about how to vote, as well information about the candidates.
Motivation to engage in a behavior is a second prerequisite for performing a given behavior and is theorized to include both personal motivation (i.e., attitudes toward performing the behavior), as well as social motivation (i.e., perceived social support for engaging in the behavior). Thus, the IMB model suggests that whether an individual is motivated to vote is determined not only by their own personal feelings regarding whether voting is a good thing to do, but also whether friends and other important referents provide social support for voting behavior.
Finally, according to the IMB model, behavioral skills are a third prerequisite to performing a given behavior. Specifically, the model posits that an individual's sense of efficacy regarding the behavioral skills necessary to perform the behavior help to determine whether the individual engages in the behavior. Thus, an individual would need to perceive that he or she has the behavioral skills necessary to vote. In sum, according to the IMB model, the extent to which individuals will vote is determined by whether they are well informed and motivated to act, and whether they perceive that they have the behavioral skills necessary to vote (Fisher & Fisher, 1992) .
The IMB model has been used primarily as a model for HIV risk reduction, and there is strong support for the efficacy of the model in this domain (e.g., Carey et al., 1997; Fisher & Fisher, 2000; Fisher, Fisher, Misovich, Kimble, & Malloy, 1996) . In addition, although the IMB model typically has been used in the area of HIV, it has been theorized that the model is applicable to behaviors outside of the HIV domain , 2000 . Indeed, the IMB constructs have been shown to change (via intervention) successfully and to predict a number of non-HIV-risk-reduction behaviors, including breast self-examination among women (Misovich, Martinez, Fisher, Bryan, & Catapano, 2003) , adolescent smoking behavior (Botvin, Dusenbury, Baker, James-Ortiz, & Kerner, 1989) , and oral rehydration in developing countries (Foote et al., 1985) . Nevertheless, despite the model's success, there has been no research examining how well the components of the IMB model predict voting behavior.
Conceptually, the IMB shares similar constructs with the TRA and the TPB. That is, in all three models, attitudes are considered a prerequisite for behavior. In the IMB model, however, attitudes are conceptualized as personal motivation. The IMB model also draws on the TRA and the TPB for its conceptualization of social motivation (Fisher & Fisher, 1992) . However, the two constructs are distinct to the extent that subjective norms measure perceptions of others' behavior, and social motivation assesses social support for engaging in a given behavior. Nonetheless, it would be expected that social motivation and subjective norms would have a high positive correlation. Thus, the IMB adds one similar construct (i.e., social motivation) and two unique constructs (i.e., information and behavioral skills) to the TRA and the TPB.
The three models have not been contrasted empirically. However, in a comparative review, Fisher and Fisher (2000) found evidence that the components of the IMB model often explain an equal or greater amount of variance, relative to the TRA and the TPB, for HIV-preventive behaviors (e.g., condom use). Thus, the review suggests that the components that the IMB model adds to the TRA and the TPB-information, social motivation, and behavioral skills-explain unique variance for health-related behaviors. The present research examines whether the components suggested by the IMB model can also explain variance unique to the prediction of voting behavior of young adults, over and above the TRA and the TPB.
The Present Research
Young adults consistently vote less than do other age groups in presidential elections (Highton & Wolfinger, 2001) . Given the ability of the established methods of TRA, TPB, and IMB to increase behaviors, identifying which of the three models best predicts young adult voting can help to provide not only a greater understanding of the factors that lead to young adult voting, but also a framework for how to create interventions in the future. The present research, therefore, compares the TRA, TPB, and IMB models for intention to vote (Study 1) and voting behavior (Study 2) in the 2004 presidential election. The goal of the present set of studies is to examine whether the components of the IMB model explain variance unique to the prediction of voting behavior of young adults, over and above the TRA and the TPB, and thereby identify the factors that lead young adults to vote.
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To explore the predictive utility of the three models, the intention to vote and voting behavior was assessed during the 2004 presidential election. Prior to the November 2004 election, participants were given a questionnaire assessing the components of the three models, as well as additional political attitude variables (e.g., trust in government), and intention to vote in the 2004 presidential election. Shortly after the election, a separate sample of participants was given a questionnaire assessing the components of the three models, political attitude variables, and voting behavior.
A hierarchical regression analysis allows for behavioral model comparison. Therefore, to assess the predictive utility of each model, over and above the political attitude variables, hierarchical regressions were conducted. As past research has already demonstrated the utility of the TRA and TPB in the voting domain, the components of IMB model were entered last. To provide a stronger test of the unique variance explained by the three models, political attitude variables that past research has shown to be important to voting (e.g., political efficacy, trust in government) were entered at Step 1 of the regression. The components of the three models were then entered. Thus, the components of the TRA were entered at Step 2; the components of the TPB at Step 3; and finally, the components of the IMB model at Step 4. Thus, the components of the TRA, TPB, and IMB were entered at each successive step to provide a test of the unique variance the components of each model added to the prediction of the intention to vote and voting behavior. information, motivation, and skills to voter turnout (Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993; Teixeira, 1992; Verba et al., 1995) , it is predicted that the components of the IMB model will significantly increase the amount of variance explained, over and above the TRA and the TPB.
Study 1: Predicting Intention to Vote

Method Participants
Participants were 236 undergraduates (145 female, 91 male) at a large northeastern university who participated in Study 1 for credit toward their introductory psychology course. The participants ranged in age from 18 to 24 years. With regard to ethnicity, 83.2% of the sample was White, 6.0% was Black, 1.7% was Latino, and 9.1% indicated they were biracial or "Other."
Procedure
All data were collected in Fall 2004, prior to Election Day in November. Each participant was given a single questionnaire measuring intention to vote; the components of the TRA, the TPB, and the IMB models; as well as trust in government, internal political efficacy, and external political efficacy. Items for each of the constructs for the three models, as well as intention to vote were interspersed.
Measures
Theories of reasoned action and planned behavior. The items and measures used to assess attitudes, subjective norms, and PBC were based on previous work exploring the TRA and TPB in the voting domain (Ajzen et al., 1982; Netemeyer & Burton, 1990) .
Attitudes. Attitudes toward voting in the 2004 presidential election were measured using a three-item semantic-differential scale. The items were introduced with the statement "Voting in the 2004 presidential election would be . . ." and were followed by the anchors good-bad, harmful-beneficial, and rewarding-punishing. Items were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree; a = .73).
Subjective norms. Consistent with TRA guidelines, subjective norms were measured by multiplying an item assessing motivation to comply ("Generally speaking, how much do you want to do what your family and friends think you should do?") with an item measuring perceived norms ("Most people who are important to me think I should vote in the 2004 presidential election"). Both items were measured on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).
Perceived behavioral control. The additional component of PBC, postulated by the TPB, was measured using the following three items: "I have control over whether I will be able to vote in the 2004 presidential election"; "How hard would it be for you to vote in the 2004 presidential election?"; "How hard would it be to find solutions to any obstacles that would prevent you from getting to the polling place on Election Day?" Items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all/not at all hard) to 5 (very much/very hard; a = .86).
Information, motivation, and behavioral skills. The items and measures used to assess information, motivation, and behavioral skills are based on previous work, but were tailored to behavior in the voting domain (Misovich et al., 2003) . The IMB model posits that information related to enactment of the behavior is an initial prerequisite of engaging in behavior (Fisher & Fisher, 1992) .
Information was assessed by summing the number of correct answers to 15 questions that assess the degree to which participants correctly answered questions about general information needed to enact the behavior of voting (e.g., "In the voting booth, if a lever system is used, the name of all party candidates is assigned to a particular lever"; True, False, or I don't know), the candidates (e.g., "John Kerry is a Republican"; True, False, or I don't know), the election process (e.g., "Presidential elections are held every . . ."; 6 years, 4 years, etc.), and the national political context (e.g., "Which party is more conservative than the other on the national level?"; Democrats, Republicans, etc.; M = 10.45, SD = 2.34).
The IMB model suggests that both personal and social motivation are associated with performing a behavior (Fisher & Fisher, 1992) . As the personal motivation component is conceptualized as personal attitudes-and was measured identically across the three models-the present research explores the unique contribution of social motivation.
Social motivation is conceptualized to be similar, but not identical to the subjective norms construct of the TRA and TPB (Fisher & Fisher, 1992) . Specifically, whereas subjective norms assess perceptions of how normative a given behavior is, social motivation assesses social support for enacting a given behavior. In the present study, it was measured using the following three items: "Most people who are important to me think I should vote"; "Most people who are important to me think I should vote in the 2004 presidential election"; and "My friends and family think I should vote in the 2004 presidential election." The items were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree; a = .96).
Behavioral skills (i.e., perceived self-efficacy with respect to the skills needed to vote) were examined using three items assessing the extent to which participants believed it was easy or difficult to perform behaviors related to voting. Specifically, the following three items were used to examine behavioral skills: "How hard would it be for you to keep track of where politicians stand on issues relevant to you?"; "How hard would it be for you to find out where to vote on Election Day?"; and "How hard would it be for you to learn the skills needed to vote in a voting booth?" The items were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (very hard to do) to 5 (very easy to do; a = .73).
Trust in government, internal political efficacy, and external political efficacy. Predictive validity of the three models was assessed over and above the explanatory power of three constructs that have been shown to be associated with voting behavior. Those constructs are trust in government, internal political efficacy, and external political efficacy (Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980; Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993) .
Trust in government was measured using the standard Current Population Survey items (American National Election Studies, 2005; U.S. Census Bureau, 2004) . Participants responded to the item "How much of the time do you think you can trust the government in Washington to do what is right?" on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (none of the time) to 5 (just about always). The second item asked "Would you say the government is pretty much run by a few big interests looking out for themselves or that it is run for the benefit of all the people?" The item was rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (benefit of all) to 5 (few big interests). Finally, participants responded to the item "Do you think quite a few of the people running the government are dishonest, not many are, or do you think hardly any of them are dishonest?" on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (quite a few) to 5 (hardly any; a = .71; M = 2.78, SD = 0.71).
Internal political efficacy was measured using three items based on previous work (e.g., Morrell, 2003) . The items are "People like me don't have any say about what the government does," "It is only wishful thinking to believe that one can really influence what happens in society at large," and "The way people vote is the main thing that decides how things are run in this country." The items were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree; a = .75; M = 3.63, SD = 1.33).
External political efficacy was measured using three items based on previous work (e.g., Craig & Maggiotto, 1982) . The items are "I don't think public officials care much what people like me think," "Generally speaking, those we elect to Congress in Washington lose touch with the people pretty quickly," and "The people in Washington, D.C. are out of touch with the rest PREDICTING VOTING BEHAVIOR OF YOUNG ADULTS 2657 of the country." The items were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree; a = .77; M = 4.19, SD = 1.22).
Dependent Variable
The dependent variable-intention to vote in the 2004 presidential election-was measured using the following items: "So far as I know, I expect to vote in the national election this coming November," "I plan to vote in the 2004 presidential election," and "I intend to vote in the 2004 presidential election." The items were rated on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree; a = .95; M = 5.95, SD = 1.83). These items were based on previous work (e.g., Bowman & Fishbein, 1978) .
Results
To assess the predictive validity of the components of the three models over and above trust in government, internal political efficacy, and external political efficacy, a hierarchical regression was performed (see Table 1 for correlations). In Step 1 of the regression, the political attitude variables were entered; followed by the TRA variables at Step 2; followed by the addition of PBC at Step 3; and finally, the information, social motivation, and behavioral skills variables of the IMB model at Step 4 (see Table 2 for full results). The PBC and IMB variables were entered at Steps 3 and 4, respectively, to assess the unique contribution of the components over and above the TRA. Thus, Step 2 assessed the contribution of attitudes and subjective norms, and
Step 3 assessed the contribution of PBC. Finally, Step 4 assessed the contribution of information, social motivation, and behavioral skills.
At
Step 2 of the model, both TRA variables-attitudes toward voting in the 2004 presidential election (b = .42), t(231) = 7.26, p < .01; and subjective norms (b = .20), t(231) = 3.55, p < .001-were significant predictors of intention to vote (R 2 = .27), F(5, 231) = 17.16, p < .001. Consistent with past research (Ajzen & Madden, 1986) , the addition of the TPB variable of PBC (b = .33), t(230) = 6.14, p < .001, improved the predictive validity of the model over and above the TRA (R 2 D = .10), Fchange(1, 230) = 37.69, p < .001. Finally, the present results suggest that the addition of the IMB components improved the predictive validity of the model. More specifically, at the final step of the regression, in addition to PBC (b = .23), t(227) = 4.42, p < .001; information (b = .10), t(227) = 2.34, p < .05; social motivation (b = .51), t(227) = 8.87, p < .001; and behavioral skills (b = .18), t(227) = 3.62, p < .001, were the only significant predictors of intention to vote in the 2004 presidential election (R 2 D = .21), Fchange(3, 227) = 38.23, p < .001. 
Discussion
The results of Study 1 provide initial empirical support for the utility of the components of the IMB model for predicting intention to vote, as well as the unique contribution of the IMB components over and above the TRA and TPB. The present results suggest that the components of the IMB and TPB models are significantly associated with intention to vote. Indeed, in the final model, PBC, information, social motivation, and behavioral skills were significantly related to intention to vote. Consistent with the hypotheses, the constructs of the TPB improved the predictive ability of the model over and above the TRA constructs, and the IMB constructs improved the predictive ability of the model over above the TRA and TPB constructs. Study 1 also provides initial evidence of the utility of the IMB model in a non-health domain.
Intention to vote is often highly correlated with voting behavior (Ajzen et al., 1982) , and thus provides a strong test of the models with respect to voting behavior. However, to provide an additional test of the models in the voting domain, Study 2 tests the utility of the models for self-reported voting behavior for the 2004 presidential election. Specifically, Study 2 uses a logistic regression to compare and contrast the components of the three behavioral models.
Study 2: Prediction of Voting Behavior
Method Participants
Participants were 166 undergraduates (105 female, 61 male) who participated in Study 2 for credit toward their introductory psychology course. The participants ranged in age from 18 to 24 years. With regard to ethnicity, 80% of the sample was White, 6% was Latino(a), 3% was Black, 1% was Native American, and 11% indicated that they were biracial or "Other."
Procedure
All data were collected after the 2004 presidential election in November 2004. Each participant was given a single questionnaire that measures the components of the TRA, TPB, and the IMB model; as well as trust in government, internal political efficacy, and external political efficacy. Once again, the items for the constructs of the three models were interspersed.
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Measures
All of the Study 2 measures were identical to those in Study 1. Thus, trust in government (a = .78), internal political efficacy (a = .76), external political efficacy (a = .73), attitudes (a = .83), subjective norms, perceived behavioral control (a = .73), information, social motivation (a = .95), and behavioral skills (a = .73) were all measured.
Dependent Variable
The dependent variable-voting behavior-was measured using a single item. Participants responded to the question "Did you vote in the 2004 presidential election?" by circling either No (coded as 0) or Yes (coded as 1). This item was based on past research assessing self-reported voting behavior (e.g., American National Election Studies, 2005; Bassili, 1993) .
Results
To assess the predictive validity of the components of the IMB modelover and above trust in government, internal political efficacy, external political efficacy, and the components of the TRA and TPB-a hierarchical logistic regression was performed (see Table 3 for correlations). Specifically, a logistic regression was used to examine how the constructs of the TRA, TPB, and IMB model, as well as political attitude variables affected likelihood of voting in the 2004 presidential election.
The variables entered at each step were identical to those in Study 1. Thus, the political attitude variables were entered on Step 1 of the regression; followed by the TRA variables at Step 2; followed by addition of the PBC variable at Step 3; and finally, the information, social motivation, and behavioral skills variables of the IMB model at Step 4.
The deviance for the null model (D0) was 198.498, and the deviance for the political attitudes Block I model (Dm1) was 182.012. The chi-square difference (G) between the null model and the explanatory block model was as follows: The likelihood ratio R 2 results for the models are as follows: political attitudes model = .08; TRA = .04; TPB = .06; and IMB = .11. Thus, the likelihood ratio R 2 results suggest that the political attitude model accounted for an 8% reduction in deviance from the null model; the TRA model accounted for a 4% reduction in deviance from the null model; the TPB model accounted for a 6% reduction in deviance from the null model; and the IMB accounted for an 11% reduction in deviance from the null model.
The classification table results for each of the models are as follows: The political attitudes model classified 71% of cases correctly; the TRA model classified 76% of cases correctly; the TPB model classified 77% of cases correctly; and the full model with the IMB variables classified 77% of cases correctly. However, the tp statistic, which adjusts for the base rate of correct classification, suggests that the political attitudes model reduced classification error by 27%, the TRA model reduced classification error by 40%, the TPB reduced classification error by 44%, and the full model including the IMB variables reduced classification error by 45%.
The final logistic regression model suggests that PBC, information, and social motivation are the critical variables distinguishing those who are likely to vote and those who are less likely to vote (see Table 4 ). Specifically, people who perceive that they have high behavioral control over voting are 1.66 times as likely to vote as those who have lower levels of PBC. Similarly, people who have high social motivation-that is, those who have social support from family and friends-are 1.62 times as likely to vote, compared to individuals who do not have family and friends who support voting. Finally, the odds that an individual will vote increase by 1.39 the more knowledge the individual has about the voting process, the candidates, and information needed to make an informed decision.
Discussion
Consistent with Study 1, Study 2 found that the constructs of the IMB model significantly predicted voting behavior, a nonhealth behavior, as well as explained variance unique to the prediction of the behavior, over and above the TRA and TPB constructs. Study 2 found, consistent with Study 1, that the addition of the PBC variable improved the prediction of voting behavior, over and above the TRA, a finding that is consistent with past research (Ajzen et al., 1982) .
Study 2, similar to Study 1, found that the constructs of the IMB model significantly improved prediction of voting behavior. Indeed, Study 2 found that information and social motivation were significant predictors of voting behavior, such that the more information and social motivation a person had, the more likely that person was to vote. The present research provides initial evidence of the predictive validity of the IMB constructs to explain voter turnout among young adults.
General Discussion
The present research examined whether the components specified by the IMB model explain unique variance in young adults' voting behavior, over and above the TRA and the TPB. As expected, and consistent with the high predictive utility of the IMB model in the health domain, the two studies showed the unique contribution of the components of the IMB model, over and above the components of the TRA and the TPB.
Given past support for the efficacy of the IMB model in changing behaviors (Fisher & Fisher, 2000) -as well as past research demonstrating the importance of information, motivation, and behavioral skills to voter turnout among young adults (Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993; Strate, Parrish, Elder, & Ford, 1989; Verba et al., 1995) -the present results suggest a number of practical strategies for programs designed to increase voter turnout among young adults. Specifically, these types of programs should (a) increase the perception that voting is under young adults' control; (b) provide information regarding how and where to vote, information about the candidates, as well as any additional information that will help young adults make an informed decision; and (c) work to increase social motivation by attempting to target not only single individuals, but communities, particularly friends' and family's attitudes regarding the importance of voting, which will increase social support for voting.
Taken together, these factors imply that young adults will vote if they perceive that they have the ability to vote, the information needed to vote, and are socially motivated to vote (i.e., if they perceive that there is social support from significant others for voting). The present results also suggest that programs whose primary goal is to register young adults to vote may turn out to be minimally effective at increasing actual voting behavior among this population. That is, although registration is a necessary precursor to voting, the results of the present research suggest that to increase the intention to vote and voting behavior, programs should also address other factors.
One limitation of the current research is the sample. That is, the fact that the present research used university students may limit the empirical test of the models, as well as the extent to which the present results will generalize to other samples. Specifically, the sample used in the present research is not representative of adults, as well as many young adults for many characteristics that are relevant to voting (e.g., education, level of political information, motivation). Therefore, there are limits to which the current results can be generalized. However, the use of student samples for public political behaviors (e.g., voting) is generalizable to the more general population, and only research that investigates more "private" political behaviors (e.g., decision making among leaders) should avoid student samples (Mintz, Redd, & Vedlitz, 2006) . In addition, despite greater education, recent research has suggested that most college students have comparable levels to non-college students of information and attentiveness to politics and current events (Wattenberg, 2007) . Nonetheless, although the present results are supportive of the ability of the IMB constructs to predict voting behavior, additional research should test the IMB model with additional populations in additional settings.
Another limitation involves the self-report measures of voting. As past research has shown that respondents often overreport voting behavior in surveys (Silver, Anderson, & Abramson, 1986) , one should be cautious in generalizing the current results. Thus, future research should test the IMB model and validate the voting behavior of respondents (e.g., Abelson, Loftus, & Greenwald, 1992) or use another technique that reduces overreporting of behavior (e.g., face-saving response options; Belli, Traugott, Young, & McGonagle, 1999) .
Finally, although the present research found support for the predictive validity of the constructs of the IMB model, there are two notable limitations to the present test of the model. First, the present study used a very global measure of information, which included items assessing knowledge about the act of voting, the candidates, the election process, as well as the national political context. However, the IMB model posits that the information construct should measure knowledge of information directly relevant to engaging in the particular behavior (Fisher & Fisher, 1992) . Thus, future research should test the model, including more items in line with information about the act of voting. Second, as the present study did not test the full model, future research should test the utility of the full IMB model for predicting voting behavior.
Perhaps the most promising area of future research will be the opportunity to apply the highly successful IMB approach for changing behavior, via intervention, to non-health-related behaviors. Specifically, there is considerable empirical support for the efficacy of IMB interventions for changing HIV risk-reduction behaviors (e.g., condom use; for a review, see . The constructs of the model are seen as highly generalizable, and the IMB approach specifies a set of procedures for designing and implementing interventions to change behavior for specific targeted populations (Fisher & Fisher, 1993) . Indeed, when conducting an intervention, it is recommended that researchers design interventions that are specific to the content deficits of the particular population. Different target populations (e.g., Blacks vs. Latinos/as) may have different deficits in information, motivation, and behavioral skills; thus, according to IMB methods, the interventions should be tailored to the particular IMB deficits of the population.
The IMB approach suggests a three-step process for implementing an intervention: (a) elicitation research with a subsample from the particular target population to identify IMB deficits; (b) design of a populationspecific intervention that is based on elicitation research; and (c) conduct a rigorous evaluation of the intervention to determine the success of the intervention at addressing the IMB deficits (Fisher & Fisher, 2000) . In sum, the findings of the present research provide initial evidence for the utility of the IMB constructs for predicting non-health behaviors and suggests that the IMB intervention approach would be successful at changing not only voting behavior of young adults, but also other non-health behaviors.
The trend of nonvoting among young adults paints a bleak picture for the future of U.S. democracy. Indeed, if young adults continue to disengage from the political system and more of these young adults reject participating in politics as they grow older, it will take less and less of a majority to determine the direction of our nation's policies. As a result, it is imperative that policymakers and scientists attempt to engage not only young adults, but all groups that have historically failed to turn out to vote on Election Day. The strength of U.S. democracy and the future political health of the U.S. may lie in our ability to engage the disengaged.
One bright spot of encouragement comes from the high rates of social volunteering among young adults (Zukin & Jenkins, 2002) . These rates indicate that young adults are exceedingly passionate, motivated, willing, and able to work to improve their communities and society as a whole. Therefore, it is evident that the key to increasing voter turnout among young adults may lie in translating this passion for positive change to voting and other forms of political participation. The present research suggests that utilizing the IMB model-as well as increasing PBC-is a way to translate this passion into political participation.
